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But we have to ask how 'sarirasaririsambandha9 (body"
soul relationship) differs from "gunagunyadisambandha
(quality and substance relation).  All these are identical
relationships. It is meaningless not to extend that relation-
ship here. Since 'brahmatva9 is admitted to the 'cetana sva-
rupamsa\ we have to say that there is a causal relation bet-
ween the ^cetana svarupa' and the body. Hence there is no
^bhrantF in this school of Bhedabheda.

Further, if 'Bhranti jnana' is 'antahkarana parinama%
then 'vidya', cannot be 'atmasraya' (self as ground); if it be
said that the ^ntahkarana parimana' (evolution of the in-
ner organ) itself is ^tmani adhyasta5 (grounded in the self).
Then there cannot be any 'atmavidyasambhandha', for in
the 'anyathakhyati' theory there is no relation between the
real object and the 'mithya object.

Bhranti cannot be even ^atmaparinama' since the self is
^aparinami' (changeless),

Accordings to this school jnana is only a property of
the self. We cannot say whose property is jnana, which will
undergo a change (parinama) in the form of another 'jnana
guna\ Now the clay which is the ^aadhara' (basis) for the
pot, cannot be the 'adhara' for some other object. Like
wise the self which is the ^sraya' for knowledge, cannot be
the 'asraya7 of another knowledge. Two distinct properties
that differ in their nature cannot have the same identical
^srya'.

This 'sarva sankara vadin" (theory that mixes up all
kinds of views) does not accept the 'mithyajnana' which
is 'anadisiddha9 (beginningless) and as such there can not b^
any 'samskara' of this 'mithyajnana'.  He cannot have